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Abstract The purpose of this study is to verify whether there is a mediating effect of self—efficacy in
the relationship between self—leadership and organizational commitment, self—leadership and job
satisfaction. Specifically, hypotheses were established and a research model was established that
behavior—focused strategies, natural reward strategies, and constructive thought pattern strategies have
a significant positive (+) effect on organizational commitment, self—efficacy among these variables. In
order to analyze this, 239 copies of survey data were collected from general domestic companies and
analyzed through SPSS 25.0. The mediating analysis was conducted in the manner proposed by Baron
& Kenny(1986). As a result, among the sub—{factors of self—leadership, behavior—focused strategies and
natural reward strategies had a significant positive (+) effect on organizational commitment, but
constructive thought pattern strategies had no causal relationship with organizational commitment. In
addition, in the relationship between these variables, self—efficacy showed a partial mediating effect.
On the other hand, in the relationship between self—leadership and job satisfaction, only the natural
reward strategies among the sub—factors of self—leadership showed a significant positive (+) effect, and
behavior—focused strategies and constructive thought pattern strategies showed no causal relationship.
Among these variables, self—efficacy was found to show partial mediation. Details and implications of
the analysis results were dealt with in the conclusions and discussions of the study.
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Single 106 44.35 Employment Manager 59 24.69
status Deputy )
Marriage 132 55.23 cputy genera 23 9.62
Marital manager
status ,
Outlier 1 0.42 Above general 19 7.95
manager
Total 239 100.0 Total 239 100.0
High school 25 10.46 20s 38 15.90
diploma
College degree 41 17.15 30s 120 50.20
Bducation [ 5, helor’s degree 152 63.60 Age 40s 66 27.62
Above master’s degree 21 8.79 Above 50s 15 6.28
Total 239 100.0 Total 239 100.0
Finance 110 46.03
Tourism 73 30.54 -
Industry
Food service 56 23.43
Total 239 100.0
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Table 2. Results of factor analysis and reliability analysis

Factor Loading
Item Cronbach’s a
1 2 & 4 5 6
Behavior—focused strategies 1 0.208 0.116 0.152 0.776 0.147 0.029
Behavior—focused strategies 2 0.225 0.096 0.195 0.796 0.162 0.021
Behavior—focused strategies 3 0.235 0.143 0.251 0.676 0.228 0.056
Behavior—focused strategies 4 0.316 0.239 0.147 0.616 0.273 —0.015 0-891
Behavior—focused strategies 5 0.320 0.311 0.259 0.519 0.232 —0.037
Behavior—focused strategies 6 0.219 0.243 0.167 0.633 0.312 0.105
Natural reward strategies 1 0.192 0.128 0.757 0.156 0.201 0.151
Natural reward strategies 2 0.260 0.159 0.774 0.136 0.237 —0.016
Natural reward strategies 3 0.173 0.364 0.627 0.178 0.184 —0.127 .
Natural reward strategies 4 0.169 0.109 0.679 0.290 0.309 0.160 0.896
Natural reward strategies 5 0.257 0.228 0.531 0.219 0.317 —0.019
Natural reward strategies 6 0.231 0.147 0.703 0.229 0.244 0.272
Constructive—thinking strategies 1 0.269 0.053 0.123 0.243 0.659 0.091
Constructive—thinking strategies 2 0.252 0.092 0.226 0.314 0.582 0.293
Constructive—thinking strategies 3 0.182 0.169 0.230 0.158 0.759 0.044
Constructive—thinking strategies 4 0.240 0.081 0.203 0.229 0.711 0.105 0.877
Constructive—thinking strategies 5 0.181 0.124 0.322 0.101 0.672 —0.066
Constructive—thinking strategies 6 0.227 0.211 0.370 0.295 0.535 0.065
Self efficacy 1 0.665 0.135 0.242 0.291 0.126 0.137
Self efficacy 2 0.731 0.219 0.104 0.241 0.183 —0.080
Self efficacy 3 0.802 0.191 0.139 0.074 0.291 0.058
Self efficacy 4 0.719 0.131 0.185 0.116 0.239 0.193
Self efficacy 5 0.695 0.151 0.157 0.228 0.132 0.158 0917
Self efficacy 6 0.714 0.121 0.281 0.255 0.120 —0.005
Self efficacy 7 0.733 0.156 0.185 0.095 0.117 0.042
Self efficacy 8 0.632 0.150 0.053 0.246 0.208 0.035
Organizational commitment 1 0.122 0.823 0.199 0.131 0.091 0.011
Organizational commitment 2 0.185 0.751 0.289 0.104 0.048 0.198
Organizational commitment 3 0.140 0.754 0.106 0.296 0.012 0.191
Organizational commitment 4 0.147 0.744 0.105 0.266 0.159 0.034 0.915
Organizational commitment 5 0.155 0.679 0.071 0.110 0.132 0.295
Organizational commitment 6 0.114 0.829 0.037 —0.027 0.135 0.130
Organizational commitment 7 0.244 0.714 0.159 0.099 0.082 0.006
Job satisfaction 1 0.351 0.270 0.348 0.333 0.023 0.467
Job satisfaction 2 0.124 0.129 0.124 0.027 0.086 0.812 0.715
Job satisfaction 3 0.023 0.329 —0.008 —0.020 0.101 0.768
Eigen value 14.664 3.102 2.017 1.672 1.430 1.260
Percentage variance(%) 40.732 8.616 5.603 4.643 3.973 3.500 -
Cumulative variance(%) 40.732 49.349 54.952 59.959 63.568 67.068
a1, AAH Abadef2 24800 Fold Ao dEf 24 E291E vihE Aol 7Hd 2-32 A]A
GFe A = pow FHh b b SR A4 Almdek 240G uslg Aol
1-1, 1-2& A=, 1-32 71Z=00 oJtt.
7P 2-18 A EEHE PBAFAR AR A 2-1, 2-2, 2-3% EH3H] 93] Baron &
& oG Al M 2-2% AVIESRE AABY Kemy(1986)9] 367 R34S ALk o] 4
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AXE A asre] wAaRTt Adsh] feide A 3 2012).
A, AT w el o3k A 3RS mx|of g} ol& A8l f1a SAWS AE, A&, 34
 BYdA= e, Adnader g Al A9, YolE Felsta Bl s e, Adnsy
A Abadgre] A7 Esgtel foek dake iAok gtk M A AlnEs SYNSE Al A aw
A, SHHGTE SEAT Foldk FEFS vAor gk ) SRS AAISEITE 1 A3, Table 49} 2o
th o7|ME AT, At 2 daE 39149 foide F=30.760, p<.001%2 fFET HOom
Apardefo] 22 Ejlel ol 3 GFe vIAok Stk vix YERsTE B9, Sk 4120014 1964, VIF= 1.037¢]
o} A9 Al A BRI SN G T A 242602 UERt tE3AA0] FAE Gl Ao
At ool ANSE FohseT A ANATL B el ae feld AnE AR s, 454
Foll o3k Qe mAEA, Al AR GAIA U2 5 =R £=0.382(p<.001), ARG =0.207(p<.01),
Hge] s|AATTL 7 iR GAllA U2 S|AAER. A AfardER 5=0.205(p<.01) 2 UERSTE SHESE
th o BEapsiE B Al WA gl U2 S Azeuie] s aa Al 7] B A7 asgtel F9
o] S|AAG7E FrofatA] o ShdviZiE Bok(y 9 A(+H)Y] AFE vAE om FHAT
Table 3. Results of correlation analysis
Factor 1 2 & 4 5 6

1. Behavior—focused strategies -

2. Natural reward strategies .633™" -

3. Constructive—thinking strategies 664 L6917 -

4. Self efficacy 646" .593™ 613 -

5 .Organizational commitment 496" .493™ 415™ 4727 -

6. Job satisfaction .335™ 402" .368™ .392™ 494 -

M 3.86 3.63 3.79 3.78 3.51 3.38
SD 0.53 0.6 0.54 0.53 0.67 0.72

p < 0.05, “p < 0.01, ™p

< 0.001

Table 4. Results of the influence of self—leadership and self efficacy on organizational commitment

Dependent variable

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variables
Self efficacy Job satisfaction organizational commitment
B SE t B SE t B SE t
Sex —-0.067 | 0.052 | —1.399 | 0.121 0.077 2.198" 0.135 0.076 2.470"
Marital status —-0.094 | 0.060 | —1.639 | —0.105 | 0.089 | —1.588 | —0.086 | 0.088 | —1.307
control Education 0.082 0.031 1.762 -0.137 0.045 —2.544" | —0.154 0.045 —2.877"
Employment status 0.094 0.023 1.322 0.121 0.035 1.475 0.102 0.034 1.253
Age 0.009 0.044 0.137 0.110 0.064 1.452 0.108 0.064 1.448
Behavior—focused 0.382 0.066 | 5.745 0.262 0.097 | 3.411 | 0.184 0.102 | 2.267"
strategies
Ini:fi:r;‘}:m Natural reward strategies | 0.207 0.061 | 3.013 | 0.295 0.000 | 3.724™* | 0.253 0.090 | 3.172"
Constructive ~thinking 0.205 | 0.069 | 2.867° | 0.046 | 0103 | 0555 | 0.004 | 0.103 | 0.046
strategies
Mediate Self efficacy 0.205 | 0.096 | 2.729"
variable
F 30.760 15.856™ 15.318™
R? 0.517 0.355 0.376
AR? 0.500 0.333 0.021

p < 0.05, "p < 0.01, ™"p < 0.001, B#k
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Table 5. Results of the influence of self—leadership and self efficacy on job satisfaction

Dependent variable

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Variables
Self efficacy Job satisfaction Job satisfaction
B SE t B SE t B SE t
Sex —-0.067 | 0.052 | -1.399 | 0.099 0.090 1.646 0113 | 0.089 1.900
Marital status —-0.094 | 0.060 | -1.639 | —0.37 | 0.104 | —1.898 | —0.117 | 0.103 | —1.630
control Education 0.082 0.031 1762 | —0.115 | 0053 | —1.965 | —0.133 | 0.053 | —2.278"
Employment status 0.094 0.023 1.322 0.071 0.040 0.799 0.051 | 0.040 0.579
Age 0.009 0.044 0.137 0.179 0.075 2.165¢ | 0.177 | 0.074 | 2.169°
Behavior —focused 0.382 0.066 | 5.745%x | 0.055 0.113 0.657 | —0.027 | 0.120 | —0.305
strategies
Inigf;i?:m Natural reward strategies | 0.207 0.061 | 3.013%x | 0.251 0.105 | 2.907++ | 0.207 | 0105 | 2.378"
Constructive ~thinking | ) ) 0.069 | 2.867% | 0.167 0.120 1.861 0.123 | 0.120 1.366
strategies
Mediate Self efficacy 0214 | 0113 | 2.616"
variable
F 307607 8.979° 8.944°
R? 0.517 0.238 0.260
AR? 0.500 0.179 0.022

p < 0.05,

“p < 0.01, *'p < 0.001, BFHE mFsFo R HIE
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